This paper describes the procedures to be undertaken in a dialect survey of Arkansas. General objectives of the survey are outlined. Statistics concerning residency, educatidn, family income, and ethnic background will be considered in the survey. Three classes of Caucasian speakers of English have been designated for interviewing: Planning for the survey is based on a subdivision of the state in nine geographical zones. A bibliography is included.
In that paper I set forth the motives for undertaking the ridy of dialects in Arkansas, sketched the long-range goals for needed studies, and described the plans for the projected initial statewide dialect survey.
Proposed at that time. was a wide-meshed survey which would be similar to traditional linguistic atlas projects but which would be distinguished from earlier regional studies by numerous significant changes in methodology. Originally this survey was conceived as a preliminary investigation in communities spread throughout Arkansas.
The state had been segmented into 35 areas, based roughly upon a 35 mile, grid.
Within each area we planned to interview native speakers from the rural communities and small towns with the population character of the area gene4%ally reflectedin the choice of speakers and Communities. Such selection would reflect the general social characteristics of the state.
1
In addition to statistics about residency, occupations, and education, data on family income and the ethnic composition of the population were other considerations. These social characteristics were to be generally reflected in the selection of our speakers. Within each zone we planned to interview white native speakers representing three social classes 1.
Lower Class: Grade school education or less; laborers, sharecroppers, tenant farmers, unemployed, welfare recipients, etc.; struggling existence.
2.
Working Class: Perhaps some high school; blue collar workers, small farmers; more comfortalAe living conditions.
Lower Middle Class: High school graduates; small businessmen, craftsmen, white collar workers, semiprofessionals, medium-sized farmers; pillars of the community, children in college, luxuries.
In some instances Upper Middle Class people were to be interviewed.
In those parts of the state with blacks in significant proportions (generally in eastern and southern Arkansas), interviews were anticipated with at least two black native speakersone each frmm the Lower Class and the Working Class. In a black community with a clearly-defined Middle Class, a speaker from this group would also be interviewed. We expected to have approximately 105 white and 48 black speekers.
In the 1970-71 academic year we engaged in preliminary field- This point is made by both. Stewart (1969:200) and Kochman (1969: 92).
Systematic differences (differences in the ordered generative and transformational rules constituting native speaker competence) in syntax and phonology appear to be few. Secondly, it was thought that the state-wide survey ought to incorporate wherever possible the innovations and improvements in methodology and theory provided by investigators of urban dialects, such as Labov (1966) and Shuy, Wolfram, and Riley (1968) . Also, the arguments set forth by erities of American lingUistie geography, e.g., Pickford (1957) , Bailey (1968) , and Dillard (1969a and 1969b) , have been given serious consideration. As a result, an alternative research design for the survey was drawn up in consultation with sociologists at the University of Arkansas at Fayettevill. One of its goals .must be to draw a sample that will provide a cross-section of native-born Arkansans, one that will provide both social and geographic distribution of participants, A random sample of the entire state population may be the ideal sample for some sociological studies, but it is not feasible for the Arkansas Language Survey. Even if it were practical to obtain such a sample, this survey seeks to study the language of native speakers, not that of the total population as some sociolinguistic investigations would attempt. In fact, it is assumed that a more inclusive sociolinguistic study would be a desirable follow-up to the one presently undertaken. Since a geographic distribution of native speakers is necessary in order to test an important hypothesis of this survey, the first step in the drainage ditches, and rechanneled rivers, this portion of the state is predominantly an agricultural area of cotton, rice, soybeans, hay, cattle, and catfish farming. This spraWaing region is divided for this study into three sections. The southeast. is an area known locally as the Delta, north of which is a region labeled East Arkansas. The essential difference between the Delta and East Arkansas is the influence of Memphis upon the latter, an-influence lacking in the Delta. Finally, Northeast Arkansas is separated from East Arkansas because, although the agricultural base is essentially identical with that of the rest of the lowlands, the population of Northeast Arkansas is overwhelmingly white whereas the rest of the lowlands have high black populations (ranging from 20% to over 60% of the total in these counties).
The West Gulf Coastal Plain is divided into two regions.
To the west of the Delta is the Southern Timberlands, the best timber region in Arkansas. The important trees are shortleaf and loblolly pines which are cut for pulpwood and paper. Once guilty of indiscriminate cutting,' the timber industry now practices fire protection, selective cutting, and reforestation. In southwest Arkansas lies the Red River Bottomlands, once an area of some of the best cotton land in Arkansas.
Today less cotton is raised with more emphasis upon beef cattle and dairy herds.
Hempstead County is also noted for its peaches and watermelons, Both the Red River Bottomlands and the Southern Timberlands contain oil fields in Union, Ouachita, Columbia, Lafayette, Nevada, and Miller counties.
Thus, for this survey, the state has been divided into the following nine cultural areas (see also Figure 2 In this manner, the following counties were seletted for 29-301 would call "Type I rules") of their linguistic community but not the subjective norms of that community.
When fieldwork begins, from each list of 24 families for the communities to be investigated, four will, be selected for interviewing. The procedure will be to approach each sixth family on the list to. obtain interviews. If the family is unavailable for interviewing or if it is not one native to the region, the next family on the list will be selected. This process will continue until four families are interviewed.
In addition to interviewing the child, workers will interview one parent and one of the child's relatiVes who is past the age of 50.
Having revised the sampling methodology for the Arkansas Language Survey, we were still confronted with the problem of how to determine the social stratification of the sample. Three methods were considered; these are the procedures outlined in the following works: Warner, Soeial class in America (used by Pederson [1965] in his study of Chicago English), Michael, The construction of the social class index (used by Labov in his New York study), and Hollingshead, Social class and mental illness (used by' the Detroit Dialect Survey).
In addition, we took into consideration the question raised by Macauley in his review of Wolfram (1969) Class families, the current sampling procedure is non-restrictive.
Families will be interviewed without regard to socL9.1. oTsss.
addition to the social classes described previously, the following designations will be used if families having these character- Just as we have changed our procedures for selecting those to be studied, we have also altered the format and content of the interview from its initial state. For the sake of brevity, the reasons for departure from the traditional dialeq6estion-.
naire will not be. enumerated here, Most of these motivations are spelled out, for example, in the writings of Pickford (1956) , Labov (1966) , Stewart (1969) , and Dillard (1969a and 1969b) .
Briefly, our goals were to design an efficient, productive questionnaire to be completed in a maximum of two hours. Clearly, the abbreviated length of the interview restricts the amount of speech data we can collect, and items retained for investigation had to be justified by a rigid set of priorities.
Since the theoretical model of the study defines a dialect as a system of ordered generative and transformational rules, then if an item is not an integral aspect of the system, it was deleted.
Consequently, vocabulary items were the first to go. As Kochman 
